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1:  The preferred alternative in this FEIS is derived from the Seven States Proposal.  Reclamation did not structure the preferred alternative precisely as described in that draft proposal, but made some changes for consistency with Reclamation policy and operational procedures.2:  Reclamation appreciates the willingness of state and local agency representatives to participate in a dialogue on the interim surplus criteria during the NEPA process.  This has been of assistance in compiling water demand projections and other operational aspects for the analysis.
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3:  Comment noted, the change has been made.4:  The suggested edit was included in the FEIS.5:  The suggested edit was included in the FEIS.6:  Your comment is noted.  This paragraph has been deleted.  Section 3.6.4.1 has more information regarding Public Law 99-450.7:  Your comment is noted.  This paragraph has been deleted.8:  Reclamation assumes this comment is referring to page 1-22, paragraph 1, line 5 of the DEIS. The sentence has been changed.9:  The fifth sentence of the first paragraph in Section 3.3.3.4 has been changed to read as follows: "Elevation 1083 feet msl is the minimum water level for effective power generation at the Hoover Powerplant based on its existing turbine configuration."    A quantitative definition for "effective" as it is used in connection with power generation has been added to Section 3.10.2.1.
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10:  The suggested edit was made. 11:  The last sentence of the fifth paragraph in Section 3.4.3.3 has been changed to read as follows -  Since 1996, California has received as much as 800,000 af above its annual 4.4 maf normal apportionment due to determinations by the Secretary of surplus conditions on the Colorado River through the AOP process.12:  The suggested edit was made.13:  The suggested edit was made.  14: The last part of the last sentence of the seventh paragraph in Section 3.4.3.3 has been revised to reflect the information provided.15:  The suggested edit was made.16:  The suggested change was made.17:  The referenced paragraph has been removed from the document.
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18:  Comment noted.  This section has been revised to incorporate information resulting from modeling conducted for the FEIS.19:  We agree the second subparagraph under paragraph 3.14.2.6 needs to be revised to recognize the Supreme Court's recent opinion.  However, in revising the paragraph, we relied primarily on the suggested rewording from the Ten Tribes Partnership.  See response comment 53-14. 20:  In Table 3.14-1, San Carlos Apache, M&I Priority, 18,145 acre-feet per year is listed as the M&I allocation under both the future with the GRIC settlement and the future without the GRIC settlement.  This volume of water is based on the CAP Simulation Study and the draft EIS for the CAP Reallocation, dated June 2000.  A note is provided in Table 3.14-1 stating that 18,135 AF per year is the volume of water which should be listed because that volume was allocated in the legislation.  A footnote was written in the FEIS to explain the two numbers.    The "1" in Table 3.14-1, San Carlos Apache, Indian Reallocation (Ak Chin) (minus losses), will be corrected to read "30,800".      21:  The quantity and acronym have been corrected.22:  The sentence referred to is in Attachment C of the FEIS.  It has been modified as suggested.23:  The correction will be made.
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24:  This correction has been made.25:  Median reservoir elevations, which were used for the power analysis, remain above 1083 feet throughout the period of analysis.  Therefore, elevations 1083 and 1050 feet were not included in the table.




